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FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 
WASHÎ 4GT0N. D.C. 20463 

CERTIHEP MAn. pIRTURN RECEIPT REOUESTED 

FhuHuynh,Esq. 
Otoaker, Biden ft Bdah, LLP 
818 Comiecticut Avenue, NW 
Sdte UOO 
Wadungttm, DC 20006 

MAR 6 ZOIO 

RE: MUR 6040 
Rangd finr Congress and 

Badl Paterson, in his ofBcid 
capacity aa treasuier 

Nationd Leaderdnp PAC and 
Badl Patenon, in hia officid 
capadty aa treasurer 

DesrMr.Huynh: 

On Jdy 18,2008, die Federd Election Commisdon ("die Commission") notified your 
clients, of a complaint dlegmg viototiona of certain aectiona ofthe Federd Election Campaign 
Actof 1971, aa amended (*1he Act"). A ccipy ofthe comphunt waa finrwarded to your cliente at 
that time. 

Upon fiirther reWew ofthe allegatiops contained in du complamt, and mfiiin^ 
aupphed by you, the Oimmiaaion, on Fefaiuaiy 24,2010, fiiund dut dure ta reaaon to beU 
your dienta, Raqgd finr CoqgrBSs and Baail Patenon, in hta officid capadty aa ttvaaurer, and 
Nationd Leadenhip PAC and Baail Patenon, m hta offidd capacity aa treaaurar, vtolated 
2 U.S.C.ff 434(b) and 441a(f), provisions of du Act The Factud and Legal Andyds, whidi 
fimned a bada for the Commisdon's fmdmg, ta attadied fin: your mfinmation. 

You may sdnmt any fi»ttud or tegd nuteriab diat you bdieve are rdevant to the 
Commission's consideraticm of thta matter. Pleaae submit such materiata to the Offioe of the 
Generd Counsd widun 15 days ofrecdpt of thta letter. Where appropriatê  stttfemente should 
be submitted under oadt In tte disenoecxfadditioiul mfonnation, duCoomussion may find 
protubto cause to bdieve that a violation haa occuned and proceed widi oondliation. 
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Ifyou are intereated m pumimg pre-probable cauae oondliation, you shodd so request in 
writmg. See 11 C.F.R. § 111.18(d). Upon recdpt of du request, the Office of du Genenl 
Counsd will nidce recommendatixma to the Comnusdon dther proposuig an agre 
setdement ofthe matter or recommending dedmmg that pr&probabto cause oondliation be 
pursued. The Office of the Generd (Counsel may recommend fhat pr&probable cause 
conciliation not be entered into at dus time so that it may conqilete ite investigetion ofthe matter. 
Further, dw Omunisdon will not entertam requeste fiir pre-prdidite cause oondliation after 
briefii on probable cause have been mdled to the respondent 

Requeste fiir extendons ofthne will not be routinely granted. Requeste must be nude in 
writuig d least five days prior to the due date of the response and spedfic good cause must be 

p demonstrsted. In addition, the ()fficeofdu Generd Counsd orduurilywiU not give extendcn̂  
^ beyond 20 days. 
OP 
fM This matter will remdn confidentid m accordance widi 2 U.S.C. §f 437g(aX4)(B) and 
^ 437g(aX12XA) unless you notity die Commisdon m writmg dut you widi the matter to be nude 
^ public 

O If you have any questions, please contact Marianne Abely, the attomey aaaigned to thta 
^ matter, at (202) 694-1650. 

On bdulf of the Commiadon, 

Matdiew S. Petenen 
Chaiiman 

Endosure 
Factud and Legd Analysta 



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

RESPONDENTS: Rangd fbr Congress and Basil Paterson, MUR: 6040 
in hta offictal capacity as treasurer 

National Leadership PAC and 
Basil Paterson, in hta official capacity 
as treasurer 

H L INTRODUCTION 

^ This nutter was generated by a complaint filed by Kennedi F. Bodim, Chahman 

^ of die National Legal and Policy Center. See 2 U.S.C. § 437g(aXl). 

^ The complaint asserted that Representative Charles B. Rangd's congressiond 
fM 

^ campaign committee, Rangd fiir Congress ("RFC"), and his leadership committee, the 

Nationd Leaderahip PAC (**d]e NLP")(colIectively "die Committees**), were provided 

widi office space in Harlem's Lenox Terrace apaitment complex at a substtmtid discount 

resdting in unreported prohibited in-kind conttibutions. 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a); 11 C.F.R. 

§§114.1 and 100.52(dXl). 

The rent-stsbilized apaitment at issue in this matter ta located at 40 West 135̂  

Street in New York City in a building owned by Fourdi Lenox. Fourth Lenox's 

apartment building is part of a six building complex called Lenox Terrace. Lenox 

Tenace waa built in 1958 by Robert S. Olnick, die tate president of Olnick, Inc. David 

Kodeniewski, For Rangel, Four Rent-Stabilized Apartments, THE NEW YORK TIMES, 

Jdy 11,2008); http://www.olmck.com. Each ofthe six bdldinga fhat make up Lenox 

Terrace, including Fourth Lenox, are currentiy owned by sqparate generd paitoerships.' 

' Mr. Ohrick. as piesident ofthe Fourth Lenox Tenace Corporation, soM the bdhlfajg at issue in tiris nutf» 
to Fouitfi Lenox on December 31,1967. 
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The generd partnerahip that owns Fourth Lenox has seventeen general partners, sixteen 

of whom are individuals or ttiiste. The seventeentii generel partoer is a limited liability 

company that electe to be treated as a partnership for tax purposes. 

Olnick, Inc., a New Yoric corporation that develops residentid, commercial and 

hotel properties, provides the following services to the Lenox Tenace complex: 

^ advertising rentds, accepting and processing residential lease applications, and providing 

op property management services. www.olnick.com/residential/̂ t and 
CM 

^ www.olnick.com/management. 

^ During the relevant time period, Representetive Rangel leased four rent-stebilized 
<^ Ih 

rvi apartmente in Fourth Lenox's apaitment building at 40 West 135°̂  Street. In 1988, 
HI 

Representetive Rangel and his wife signed a two-year lease for a previously combined 

rent-stabilized apartment ||. In 1997, Representative Rangel signed a 

two-year lease for an adjacent rent-sttdiilized apartment ||. Representetive 

Rangd and his family have continuously resided in these apartmente since signing the 

original leases, which have been renewed at the expiration of each prior lease. 

In July of 1996, the tenant living in Unit lOU ofthe buildhig in which 

Representetive Rangel resides vacated the rent-sbdiilized erne bedroom apaitment On 

October 16,1996, Rqiresentdive Rangel signed a two-year lease to rent Unit lOU fiom 

November 1,1996 until October 31,1998 fiir $498.87 per month. In pertment part, die 

leaae stetes "[y]ou shall use the apaitment fiir living purposes only." The lease alao 

barred the tenant from subletting Unit lOU without the tondlord's "advance written 
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consent"' Thereafter, Representetive Rangel signed two-year Renewal Lease Forms for 

Unit lOU in 1998,2000,2002,2004 and 2006. The rent for Unit lOU increased widi 

each lease renewal and by the 2006-2008 lease renewal period it was $677.34 per mcmdi. 

According to Representtrtive Rangel, he sublet Unit lOU to RFC and the NLP. 

The available infivmation indicates tiut RFC sttuted paying rent directly to Fourth Lenox 

^ in December 1996. RFC's 1996 Year End Report indicates dut, on December 3,1996, 

OP the Committee paid "office rent" to Fourth Lenox in the amount of $166.73 per month 

and, on December 5,1996, it reunbursed Representetive Rangel S1,000 fisr "office rent" 
Nl 
^ paid to Fourdi Lenox. It appeara that the NLP began splitting the rent for Unit 1 OU witii 
O 
CM RFC in November 1998. NLP's 1998 30 Day Post-Election Report indicates dut the 
HI 

Committee macte ite fint disbursemem to Fourth Lenox on November 12,1998. 

Representative Rangel contmued to lease Unit lOU until the 2006 lease expired 

on October 31,2008. According to die Sttdement of Candidacy filed on March 31,2009, 

the Committee moved to 193 Lenox Avenue, New York. The NLP continued to report a 

Post Office Box in New York City as ite address. Disclosure reporte fbr bodi RFC and 

die NLP indicate diat in October 2008 die Committees each began paying a monthly rent 

of $2,000 to Wicklow Properties, LLC. 

The comphunt dleged that RFC and die NLP occupied Unit lOU at a greatly 

reduced rent in violation of New Yoric's Rent Stabiltaation Code f^ode"). In support of 

ite allegation, the comptamt referenced an atttuhed newspaper article that ran in the Jdy 

11,2008 issue of die NEW YORK TIMES. David Kocieniewski, For Rangel, Four Rent-
^ Punuam to section 226-b ofNewYoric*s Red Rtoperty Law, rent-stabilized tenants hâ  
sublet tfwir apartments provMed tfw owner is notified ̂ certified mdl. The owner is flien requued to 
reqwnd to tfw tenant's request to sdrietwitfrintfifaty days. Tenants who do not comply witfi tfw 
lequhements of section 226-b may Iw sutgect to eviction proceedmgs. 9 NYCRR § 2S2S.6. 
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Stabilized Apartments, NEW YORK TIMES, July 11,2008 ("NEW YORK TIMES article"). 

The article asserted diat Representetive Rangel used Unit lOU "as a campaign office, 

despite stete and city reguldions that require rent-stabilized apartmente to be used as a 

primaiy residence" and diat sbde and dty rent regulations permit renewds of rent-

stebilized apartmente "as long as the [tenante] use it as a primary residence." According 

to this article, Representetive Rangel and his Committees nude use of the office space 

^ even while "the Olnick Organization and other red estete firms have lieen accused of 
rsi 

1̂  overzealoua tactics aa they move to evict tenante finom thdr rent-stebilized apartmente and 

^ convert them to maricet-rate housing." The article reported tiiat stete offidds and city 

2J housing experts "knew of no (me else with finv^ rent-stebilized apartmente. The article 

dso steted that the Committees pay $630 fbr Unit lOU white cme-bedroom apartmente in 

the same development "are now rented for $1,865 and up." The complaint dso 

higjhiighted the article's sttttemente that one ofthe owners of Otoick Inc. contributed to 

both committees in 2004, and further contributed to the NLP in 2006 and asserts that city 

recorda show that in 2005 a lobbyist from the Olnick oiganization met with Rangel 

regarding govemment approval of a plan to expand Lenox Tenace.' 

Based on die dxive infiirmation, du NEW YORK TIMES article suggested dut die 

rentd arrangement between the tondlord, Represenbdve Rangel and by extension his 

Committees, "could be considered a gift because it is given at die diacretion of the 

landlord and it is not generally avdlable to the public." 

ŷlivaOfadck, who is an owner of01ddc.bw.conliflmled $2,000 to RFC m 2004 and 82,300 to NLP ̂  
2004and2006. ThneFourtfi Lenox partnen also contributed to tfw ComidUees. Nanqr Ohucfc Epanu 
contributed $1,000 to tfw NLP m 2006. Fourth Lenox partner Aliaon Lane Ridder contributed $1,000 to 
RFC ta 200S and Foivtfi Lenox partner Menditfi Lane Venma oonbilwled $1,000 to RFC ta 2005 ^ 
$S00totfwNLPm2006. 
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The available information indicates that Fourth Lenox is the owner of fhe property 

at issue in diis matter. According to Fourdi Lenox, it was not legally prohibited from 

leasing Unit lOU to Representetive Rangel because the apartment was not his primaiy 

residence. Fourth Lenox contends dut a tenant that is not an individud or does not use 

the rent-stebilized apaitment as a primary residence ta not necessarily subject to eviction, 

^ nor is the apartment autonutically "destabilized."* Instead, the landlord "has the option" 

op of not renewing the lease if the landlord can establish that the tenant does not meet those 
<M 

^ two requiremente. Fourth Lenox steted that the Code does not prevent landlords from 
sr 
^ leasing a rent-stebilized apaitment (or renewing that lease) to a "non-compliam" tenant, 
O 
^ "auch as a corporate entity or a political committee." 
HI 

Nevertheless, Fourth Lenox steted that it did not consent to the sublease and 

denied that ite management knew the Ccmimittees were operating out of Unit lOU until 

June or Jdy of2008.' According to Fourdi Lenox, ite management never saw RFC's and 

the NLP's rent checks because, in accordance with company policy, tenante sent thdr 

rent checks to a "lock box" instead ofthe company. Fourth Lenox steted that rent chedcs 

were taken from the "lock box" and dqxisited direcdy mto a bank account 

According to Fourth Lenox, Representative Rangel waa chaiged the maximum 

rent permitted by law far rent-stebiltaed apartmente. Fourth Lenox steted dut the rent 

chaiged Representetive Rangel was first esteblidied and then mcreased with esch lease 

^ PunuaM to the Code, a tenam is entitied to rem protection and automatic renewd ofhis or her lease 
provded they satisfy two requhemenls; tfad tfiey am hdividuab and tfwy uae ttw apartnwnt aa a prtauB̂  
residence. 9 NYCRR §§2520.6(u) and 2520.110c). 

' RepieseniMiveRanBel*sduefofsiafris reported to have said tfua tfw hndknd knew tfw apartmem 
bdng used as a campaign ofltoe. SemlllOm, Rangd D̂ bkb Use ttfRaU'Sî Uted Apartments,!̂  
NEW YOBK TIMES. Jdy 11.2008, httpJ/dtyreom.blofa.Bytimesjiom/mnyel. 
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renewal in accordance witii the Rent Guidelines Board's annual ordera.̂  Fourdi Lenox 

steted that ite main concem is to "fill the apartmente in the building and earn money ftom 

rentels" and there was no economic incentive fiir it to reject a reliable tenant like 

Representetive Rangd given the vacancy rate in Lenox Tenace and the fiict that Unit 

lOU could not be deregulated.̂  According to Fourdi Lenox, ndther Representetive 

Rangel nor the Committees were treated differently dun "any odier tenant who would 

have rented apaitment lOU or will rent the apaitment in the future." 

^ In thdr response, RFC and the NLP denied receiving impermissible contributions 

iqr in the form of reduced rent for Unit lOU. These respondente contended that "the landlord 
O 

21 charged and the oommittees paid the maximum rent as dicteted by law fiir the 

apaitment" Committees' Response, ctated Septemlier 5,2008, at 1. According to 

Representetive Rangel, he did not recdve any discount cm rent when he entered into the 

lease for Unit lOU and subleased the apaitment to his Committees far the same rent as he 

was chaiged. The Representative dso steted that he rented Unit lOU under the same 

terms as other tenante in the building and was chaiged the maximum legal rent, including 

rent increases and all capitd coste. 

* The rem duuged fiv a rem-ataUIizedapartnem must hem accordance with the Rem GuidduwsBo^ 
("RGB'O annud orders, which capa tfw peneniqge fay which a bnidlod msy ralK rem each year. 
http://www.houainynvc.com/hhnl/aboul/nilro/toc/hnnL Themaxhnumamoumofremifamalandhxdmay 
duvge fiv a rent«hdMliied apaitnwm must be based on the anioum paid the previous year a4iusled b^ 
percentage taciease dictated by tfw RGB. InaddhiontotfwpenenttigefaicreaaediciatedbytfwR(ffl,a 
hmdkinl may hicrease tfw rent when a rem-slsUlized tenam vBcatea and also when icnovationa are nude to 
tfw apartmem. id. 

^ Because Lenox Tenaoe was built ta 1958, all tfw apartments ta tfw sta buiklingooinplex were orjgiadly 
subject to rem-stabilization. Over tfane some of diese apartments have been der̂ deted and are no longer 
aiî ecttodwCode. Rem-ahiMliaedapailmenlaBisyon̂ y be deregdslBd ifthe montfî y rem becomes 
82,000 or more and tfw tenam vacalea, if tfw rem hicreases diove 82,000 witfi tfw 20K vacancy aiQuabnem, 
or if the rem increaaea to more tfun 82,000 during an active tenancy and tfw tandtod can esisiblidi tfw 
tenam*8 income fn tfw previoua two yean exceeded 8175,000. N.Y. UNcxmsoL. LAW § 26-504.1; 
9 NYCRR §2531.3. Once a rem-atabiliBed apartmem is deregulated, it nny be leased at any nie. 
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IL LEGAL ANALYSIS 

At issue in diis matter is whether RFC and the NLP recdved, and fiiiled to report, 

excessive and/or prohibited in-kind conttibutions in the form of reduced rent for their 

office space. The Act prohibite any corporation from making a contribution to a political 

committee and similarly prohibite political committees from accepting or receiving such 

contributicms. 2 U.S.C. § 441 b(a). The Act also provides that no person shall make 

CP contributions to any candictate and his or her authorized politicd committees with respect 
rvi 

^ to any election for fisderai office which in die aggregate exceed $2,300. 2 US.C. 

§ 441a(aXlXA). Further, no person shdl make contributions to any odier political 
Q 

^ committee in any calendar year, which in the aggregate, exceeda $5,000. 2 U.S.C. 

§ 44la(a)(l)(C). Contributions received by a candidate's committee from a partnership 

may not exceed $2300 per election. A contribution firom a partnership dso counte 

proportionately against each contributing partoer's $2̂ 00 limit for the same candidate. 

11 C.F.R. § 110.1(bXl) and (e). Contributions received by non-connected oommittees 

from a partnerdiip may not exceed $5,000 per calendar year. A contribution firom a 

partnerdiip also ccnmte proportionately agamst eadi conttlbuting partner's $5,000 limit 

fbr die same committee. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(d) and (e). 

Candidates and politicd conunittees nuy not accept contributions which exceed 

the stettittny lunittdons of section 441a. 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f). All politicd committees are 

required to file reports of then* recdpte and disbursemente. 2 U.S.C. § 434(a). These 

reports must itemize dl contributions recdved fiom mdividuds that aggregate m excess 

of $200 per election cycte. 2 U.S.C. § 434(b); 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a)(4). Any m-kind 
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conttibution must also be reported as an expendittire on the same report. 11 CF.R. 

§§ 104.3(b) and 104.13(aX2). 

A "contribution" includes "any gift, subscription, loan, advance, or deposit of 

money or anytiiing of value made by any person fin* the puipose of influencing any 

election fiir federal office." 2 U.S.C. § 431(8XAXi). The Commission's regulations 

CO provide that "anything of value" includes dl in-kind conttibutions, including the 

CP provision of goocb or services without chaige or d a chaige whidi is less than the usud 
CM 

and noimal chaige far such goods or services. 11 CF.R. § 100.52(dXl). The regulations 

^ spedfically inclucte fiidlities as an example of such gooita or services. Id. The amoum of 
O 

^ the in-kind contribution is the difference between the usual and nonnal charge for the 

goods or aervices at the time ofthe contribution and the amount charged to the politicd 

comnuttee. Id. The usual and normal diaige finr goods means the price ofthose goods in 

the nuifcet from which they ordinarily would have been purchased at the time of the 

conttibution. 11 C.F.R. § ]00.52(dX2).' 

In prior enforcement mattera and Advisoiy Opinions, the Commission has 

affirmed that the purchase of goods or services at a discount does not result in a 

oontribiiticm when the discounted items are made avdlable in the ordinaiy course of 

business and cm the same terms and conditions to the vendor's other customera who are 

not political committeea. See MUR 5942 (RGPCXdie diacounted "sttmdby" price dut die 

Rudy Quiliani Presidentid Committee pdd the New Yoric Times Company fior an 

advertisement was the usud and normd chaige fiir advertisemente without guaranteed 

publishing datea); cf. MUR 5939 (MoveOn.oigXdie discounted "sttmdby" price dut 
' The *̂ Bud and nonnri chaige" ta tfw New York rentd maifcm is affectedly New Yoric rsni-siabili 
legulationa. 



Factual and Legal Analysis 9 
Rangel fiv Congress and 
The Nationd Leadership PAC 

MoveOn.oig Political Action Committee originally agreed to pay for a comparable 

advertisement to run on a specific (tate was below the usud and normal chaî ge for 

advertisemente with guaranteed publishing dates); see abo Advisory Opinicm 2006-01 

(Pac For a ChangeXreduced price for books was the usual and normd chaige for bulk 

purehases directly fiom the publisher); Advisoiy Opinion 1994-10 (Franklin National 

0i BankXwdver of bank fees for political committees was permhted because it was witiim 

^ the bank's practice in the normd course of business regarding ite commereid customera 
fSI 

^ and is normal industiy practice). 

^ Fourth Lenox ccmceded that providing facilities, such aa an apartment, to a 
P 

^ political committee at less than the usud rate can be deemed a contribution, but 

ccmtended that, not only was Representative Rangel chaiged the maximum allowable 

rent, he and the Committees were "treated no difierently than any other tenant who would 

have rented Unit lOU." Fourth Lenox asserted that, while the Code protecte tenante by 

controlling rent mcreases and insuring ccmtinuation of their automatic lease renewd 

rights, tondlords of rent-stebilized properties, like Fourth Lenox, retein a great deal of 

flexibility with regard to who becomes and remdns a tenant. For insttmce. Fourth Lenox 

stated that landlords are not under an affvmative obligation to refbae to renew a rent-

stabilized lease far a temuit who fiula to satisfy the prinury residency requirement under 

the Code. In addition. Fourth Lenox aigued that while the protections of the Code do not 

apply to housing accommodations used exclusively fin* profbssiond, commereid, or other 

ncm-residentid puiposes, landlorda are not barred finom leaaing rent-stabilized propertiea 

to entities sudi as businesses or politicd committees. 
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In this matter, the available information indicates diat, widi die lease of Unit lOU 

to Representetive Rangel, Fourdi Lenox may have provided a discounted rate to RFC and 

NLP that it did not provide to similarly situated customers that were not political 

coinmittees or organizations. Specifically, it appeara dut, in several respecte, die terms 

and conditions under which Representetive Rangel nuinteined hta tenancy in Lenox 

Q Terrace may have differed from those of odier non-politicd tenante. 

QP For example, the lease for Unit lOU steted specifically that the unit shall be used 
rM 
^ for living puiposes only and that it could not be sublet without the landlord's advance 

KT written consent Althougih Fourth Lenox cldmed ignorance regarding the fact that the 
Q 
^ Committees were using Unit 1 OU as a "campaign office," it appean that Representetive 
''HI 

Range! did not adhere to either ofthese provisions and did not attempt to hide his 

ncmcomplianoe with the terms of the lease, yet every two yean his lease was renewecL' 

That Represenbttive Rangd's odier three unite m the buildmg were adjacent unite on a 

single floor dso raises the question of how Fourth Lenox and/or Olnidc, Inc. could have 

thought the unit six floora below was part of Representtrtive Rangd's residence. 

Further, according to infimiution provided by the compldnant. Fourth Lenox's 

agent, Otoidc, Inc. has been "accused of overzedous tactics as they move to evict tenante 

from their rent-stebilized apartmente and convert the unite mto maricet-rate housing." 

Among the potentid bases for evicting a tenant fixim a rem-sttdrilized unit, or not 

renewing a lease, include an illegal sublet, the use of multiple rent-sttdiilized apartmente, 

or use ofthe unit fbr puiposes odier than as a primaiy residence. Fourth Lenox oould 

* As discussed flfpra at 3, each Committee.paid Fouitfi Lenox dfaectly whh dwcksfin̂  
accounts and tfw Committees* names appeared on the diedcs. Fouitfi Lenox stated tiiat its reanagemem 
never tooks m the checks becsuse they sre scm stidĝ  to a lode boa snd tlwndiiecl̂ d̂ KiBitediidDtf 
account 
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have used any ofthese bases outiined above to remove Representetive Rangel and du 

Committees from Unit lOU, but did not For otiwr tenants, it appeara that Fourdi Lenox 

has instituted eviction proceedings on a variety of grounds, including the fiiilure to 

maintein a rent-stabilized apaitment as a primary residence. See Fourth Lenox Terrace 

Assoc. V. Wibon, 15 Misc.3d 113,838 N.Y.S.2d 332 (2007) (successor righte to rent-

^ stabilized unit upheld in part because appellant prhnarily redded in unit cm a continuous 
i-O 

op basis and shared a "simultaneous tenancy" with tenant prior to her death as required 

^ under the regulations). 
•ST 

^ Finally, further infbrmation attached to the compldnt suggested that 
Q 

2J Representative Rangel may have received better treatment than other customen in 

connection with the lease of Unit lOU becauae ofhis relaticmdiip with Olnick, Inc. and 

Fourth Lenox. As discussed Jî irvi at 4, du complamt dleged that one of the co-ownera 

of Olnick, Inc. made contributions to both (Conunittees in 2004, and further contributed to 

NLP in 2006, and the complaint asserte that city records show that in 2005 a lobbyist 

fixim Olnick, Inc. met with Representtrtive Rangel regarding govemment approvd of a 

plan to expand Lenox Terrace. 

In ahcnt, it appeara that Fourth Lenox may have leased rent-stabilized Unit lOU to 

Representative Rangel fbr less than the usud and nonnal chaige because that lease may 

not have been on the same tenns and conditions that Fourth Lenox offered otiier similarly 

sittiated non-political committee tenante. As a residt, RFC and the NLP may have 

recdved excessive m-kind conttibutions fiom Fowdi Lenox, whidi duy fiuled to repoit 

Accordingly, the Commission finds reaacm to believe that Rangel fiir Congress and Baail 
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Peterson, in his official capacity as treasurer, and the National Leaderahip PAC and Basil 

Paterson, in his official capacity as tteasurer, viotated 2 U.S.C. §§ 434(b) and 441a(f). 


